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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 12/27/05 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Regarding claims 1,8, and 16 Applicant argues that Chiang does not read up the claimed 
invention in particular to " reflecting electromagnetic waves in a direction opposite the head of 
the user". However, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Chiang et al. teaches the application of 
directive antennas and also wherein the antenna array may be mounted at the bottom of the 
handset away from obstruction and absorption such as the human brain (Col. 6 lines 12-17). In 
the above mentioned teaching by Chiang et al. one of ordinary skill in the art could accomplish 
the claimed invention by the applicant. The Applicant claims "a second antenna that at least 
partially reflects electromagnetic waves emitted from the first antenna when the terminal is in 
use the electromagnetic waves reflected in a direction opposite to the head of a user", however 
Chiang et al. teaches the above claimed invention and therefore the examiner maintains the 
rejection. 

Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1,3,8,9, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Chiang et al. 
US Patent #6,876,331 B2. 
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Consider claim 1 Chiang et al. clearly show and disclose a mobile communication 
terminal 100 (figure 1) comprising: a first antenna 102 (figure 1); and a second antenna 104 
(figure 1) attached to the terminal in proximity to the first antenna such that the second antenna 
at least partially reflects electromagnetic waves emitted from the first antenna in a direction 
opposite to the head of the user (i.e., the antennas can be passive or directive) (column 6 lines 12 
-18, column 9 lines 3- 20, column 5 line 59 - column 6 line 5, column 7 lines 3-10). 

Consider claims 3 and 9 and as applied to claims 1 and 8, Chiang et al. clearly show and 
disclose the terminal 100 (figure 1) wherein the first antenna is a radiation-type antenna (column 

6 lines 49 -67) and the second antenna is a reflection type antenna (column 7 lines 3-10). 

Consider claim 8, Chiang et al. clearly show and disclose an antenna structure 104 
(figure l)(i.e., the antennas can be passive or directive) for reducing the absorption of 
electromagnetic waves by the body of the user of a mobile communication terminal (column 6 
lines 12 -18, column 9 lines 3- 20), the antenna structure comprising: a first antenna 102 (figure 
1); and a second antenna (figure 2) that at least partially reflects electromagnetic waves emitted 
from the first antenna when the terminal is in use (column 5 line 59 - column 6 line 5, column 

7 lines 3-10), the electromagnetic waves reflected in direction opposite to the head of the user 
(column 6 lines 12 -18, column 9 lines 3- 20). 

Consider claim 11 and as applied to claim 8 above, Chiang et al. clearly show and 
disclose the antenna structure of claim 8, wherein the second antenna is adapted to be in close 
proximity to the first antenna when the terminal is in use (column 5 lines 59 -67 and figure 1). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 2,4,10, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang et 
al. US Patent # 6,876,331 B2 in view of Bauregger et al. U.S. Patent Publication No.: 
2003/0214443 Al). 

Consider claims 2 and 10 and as applied to claims 1 and 8 above, Chiang clearly show 
and disclose the claimed invention except wherein the antenna has an inductive reactance. 
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However, in the same field of endeavor Bauregger et al. clearly show and disclose a 
antenna that has an inductive reactance (paragraph 0034). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the antenna of Chiang et al. to include and inductive reactance 
as taught by Bauregger et al. for the purpose of improving the properties of the antenna. 

Consider claims 4 and 13 and as applied to claims 1 and 8 above, Chiang et al. clearly 
show and disclose the claimed invention except wherein the antenna is a microstrip patch-type. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Bauregger et al. clearly show and disclose a 
antenna that is a microstrip patch-type (abstract, paragraph 0026, claim 9) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the antenna of Chiang et al. to include a microstrip patch-type 
as taught by Bauregger et al. for the purpose of improving the properties of the antenna. 
Claims 5, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang et al. 
US Patent # 6,876,331 B2 in view of Shiraki et al. U.S. Patent Pub No.: 2001/0024944. 

Consider claims 5 and 14 and as applied to claims 1 and 8 above, Chiang et al. clearly 
disclose the claimed invention except wherein the second antenna has a length of at least 
lambda/2. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Shiraki et al. clearly show and disclose wherein 
the antenna has a length of at least lambda/2 (paragraphs 0006, 0033, and 0041). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the antenna of Chiang et al. to a length of at least lambda/2 as 
taught by Shiraki et al. for the purpose of improving the antenna efficiency. 
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Claims 6,7, 12,16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang 
et al. US Patent # 6,876,331 B2 in view of Katagishi et al. US Pat Pub No.: 2004/0063476 Al 

Consider claim 6 and as applied to claim 1, Chiang et al. clearly disclose the claimed 
invention except wherein the terminal of claim 1, further comprising a foldable portion attached 
to a main body portion such that the terminal has an open configuration and a closed 
configuration. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Katagishi et al. clearly show and disclose a 
terminal 2 (figure 1), comprising a foldable portion attached to a main body portion such that the 
terminal has an open configuration and a closed configuration (abstract, 0014,0029, and 0038). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the mobile terminal of Chiang et al. as taught by Katagishi in 
order to improve to the design and ergonomics of the mobile terminal. 

Consider claim 7 and as applied to claim 6, Chiang et al. clearly disclose the claimed invention 
except wherein the first antenna is attached at an upper surface of the main body portion and the 
second antenna is attached at a rear surface of the foldable portion such that the second antenna 
is in close proximity to the first antenna when the terminal is in the open configuration. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Katagashi et al. clearly show and disclose 
wherein the first antenna is attached at an upper surface of the main body portion and the second 
antenna is attached at a rear surface of the foldable portion such that the second antenna is in 
close proximity to the first antenna when the terminal is in the open configuration (0014,0029, 
0038, 0041, and figure 8). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the mobile terminal of Chiang et al. as taught by Katagishi et 
al. in order to improve to the design and ergonomics of the mobile terminal. 

Consider claim 12 and as applied to claim 8, Chiang et al. clearly discloses the claimed 
invention except wherein the antenna structure of claim 8, wherein the first antenna is adapted to 
be withdrawn from the terminal. 

However in the same field of endeavor, Katagashi et al. clearly show and disclose the 
antenna structure wherein the antenna is adapted to be withdrawn from the terminal (paragraphs 
0032 and 0038). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the mobile terminal of Chiang et al. as taught by Katagishi et 
al. order to improve to the design and ergonomics of the mobile terminal. 

Consider claim 16 Chiang et al. clearly show and disclose a mobile communication terminal 100 
(figure 1) wherein the second antenna reflects electromagnetic waves emitted from the first 
antenna when the terminal is in use (column 5 line 59 - column 6 line 5, column 7 lines 3-10) 
and the electromagnetic waves reflected in direction opposite to the head of the user (column 6 
lines 12 -18, column 9 lines 3- 20) 

However, Chiang et al. does not clearly disclose a main body portion attached to a 
foldable portion such that the terminal has a closed configuration and an open configuration; a 
first antenna adapted to be withdrawn from the main body portion; and a second antenna 
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attached to the foldable portion such that the second antenna is in close proximity to the first 
antenna when the terminal is in the open configuration. 

In the same field of endeavor, Katagishi et al. clearly show and disclose a main body 
portion attached to a foldable portion such that the terminal has a closed configuration and an 
open configuration (paragraphs 0014,0029, 0038, 0041, and figure 8); a first antenna adapted 
to be withdrawn from the main body portion paragraphs 0032 and 0038); and a second antenna 
attached to the foldable portion such that the second antenna is in close proximity to the first 
antenna when the terminal is in the open configuration paragraphs 0014,0029, 0038, 0041, and 
figure 8). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the mobile terminal of Chiang et al. as taught by Katagishi et 
al. in order to improve to the design and ergonomics of the mobile terminal. 

Consider claim 18 and as applied to claim 16 above, Chiang et al. as modified by 
Katagashi et al. clearly show and disclose the terminal 100 (figure 1) wherein the first antenna is 
a radiation-type antenna (column 6 lines 49 -67) and the second antenna is a reflection type 
antenna (column 7 lines 3-10). 

Claims 17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang et al. 
US Patent # 6,876,331 B2 in view of Katagishi et ah US Pat Pub No.: 2004/0063476 Al and 
in further view of Bauregger et al. U.S. Patent Publication No.: 2003/0214443 Al). 

Consider claim 17 and as applied to claim 16 above, Chiang et al. as modified by 
Katagishi et al. clearly show and disclose the claimed invention except terminal 100 (figure 1) of 
claim 16, wherein the antenna has an inductive reactance. 
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However, in the same field of endeavor Bauregger et al. clearly show and disclose a 
antenna that has an inductive reactance (paragraph 0034). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the antenna of Chiang et al. and further modified by Katagashi 
et al. to include and inductive reactance as taught by Bauregger et al. for the purpose of 
improving the properties of the antenna. 

Consider claim 19 and as applied to claim 16 above, Chiang et al. as modified by 
Katagishi et al. clearly show and disclose the claimed invention except wherein the antenna is a 
microstrip patch-type. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Bauregger et al. clearly show and disclose a 
antenna that is a microstrip patch-type (abstract, paragraph 0026, claim 9) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the antenna of Chiang et al. and further modified by Katagashi 
et al. to include a microstrip patch-type as taught by Bauregger et al. for the purpose of 
improving the properties of the antenna. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chiang et al. US 
Patent # 6,876,331 B2 in view of Katagishi et al. US Pat Pub No.: 2004/0063476 Al and in 
farther view of Shiraki et al. U.S. Patent Pub No.: 2001/0024944. 

Consider claim 20 and as applied to 16 above, Chiang et al. as modified by Katagishi et 
al. clearly disclose the claimed invention except wherein the second antenna has a length of at 
least lambda/2. 
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However, in the same field of endeavor Shiraki et al. clearly show and disclose wherein 
the antenna has a length of at least lambda/2 (paragraphs 0006, 0033, and 0041). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the antenna of Chiang et al. and further modified by Katagishi 
et al. to a length of at least lambda/2 as taught by Shiraki et al. for the purpose of improving the 
antenna efficiency. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the , 
examiner should be directed to Charles Shedrick whose telephone number is (571)-272-8621. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8:00AM-4:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kincaid Lester can be reached on (571)-272-7922. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Charles Shedrick 
AU 2617 
March 16, 2006 




